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Abstract 
 
 The purposes of this research were to 1) develop and test the efficiency of Computer-
Assisted Language Learning (CALL) in a communicative grammar on “Reported Speech” for 
Mathayomsuksa five students of Benjamarachutit Ratchaburi School, 2) compare students' 
grammatical ability on “Reported Speech” before and after learning by the Computer-
Assisted Language Learning materials, and 3) study the students' opinions toward the CALL 
constructed materials. 
 The samples consisted of one randomly selected class of 45 Mathayomsuksa five 
students of Benjamarachutit Ratchaburi School, during the 2007 academic year. The duration 
of the experimental research covered 18 periods within 3 weeks.  
 The instruments used for this research were 1) the eight lessons of the CALL 
materials with a posttest at the end of each lesson, 2) the pre-post grammatical ability tests on 
“Reported Speech”, 3) questionnaire for experts to assess the quality of the CALL materials, 
and 4) the questionnaire for studying the students' opinions toward the CALL materials 
constructed. 
 A paired-samples t-test was used to analyze the gathered data in order to assess the 
students' grammatical ability of “Reported Speech” before and after learning with the CALL 
materials. In addition, the mean and the standard deviation of items were used to evaluate the 
students' opinions toward the CALL constructed materials.  
 The results of the research were as follows: 
  1.  The average formative test score of the eight CALL lessons was 87.50 per cent 
and the average summative test score was 84.93 per cent (87.50 / 84.93) which is higher than 
the set criterion (75/75).  This means that the CALL lessons were at a very good level. 
  2.  The students' grammatical ability on “Reported Speech” after using the CALL 
materials was significantly higher at the 0.05 level. 
  3.  The experts’ opinions toward the CALL materials were at a good level. 
  4.  The students' opinions toward the CALL materials were positive.  
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Introduction 
 The reasons why this research was 
conducted were firstly, nowadays, it is the 
age of information technology and 
communication hence most people have to 
communicate in English. Secondly, the 
national education act and information 
technology development policy encourage 
teachers to use technology to improve the 
education of Thai people. Thirdly, students 
have their own learning styles. They spend 
different amount of time to learn things as 
indicated in student’s individual difference 
approach. Fourthly, if we would like our 
students to communicate fluently and 
accurately, it is necessary to let them know 
the importance of communicative 
grammar.  Teachers have to support them 
by providing them with opportunities to 
communicate in English in various 
situations similar to real life 
communications. Fifthly, the data from the 
English achievement result of 
Mathayomsuksa six Thai students in 2004 
academic year  showed that thirty-five 
point one four per cent (35.14%) of 
students in Mathayomsuksa six students of 
Benjamarachutit Ratchaburi School 
needed to be improved and forty-seven 
point eight five (47.85%) were fair.  This 
means that most of them were not at a 
good level in communicative English 
language skills.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Sixthly, after having studied some 
theses about using Computer Assisted 
Language Learning lessons, effective 
results to the students were found. They 
could gain more knowledge and positive 
attitudes toward the CALL lessons.  
Seventhly, the reason why 
Mathayomsuksa five Thai students were 
chosen to be the samples were as follows: 
1) They didn’t have to worry about their 
university entrance examinations, 2) they 
have to study “Reported Speech” in this 
level, and 3) the students’ problems on 
“Reported Speech” were reported.  
Although they had studied “Reported 
Speech” in class, the problem of using 
“Reported Speech” incorrectly still 
occurred. In some researches, the data of 
Thai students’ error analysis showed that 
using “Reported Speech” is one of the 
problems Thai students face because of the 
difficulty in changing the tenses, 
pronouns, possessive, adverbs of time and 
place and so on. Lastly, “Reported 
Speech” is one of the grammar structures 
students have to study in the 4th level of 
basic education curriculum. 
 
Table 1   The result of Mathayomsuksa six 
Thai students’ achievement test which 
assessed English  language knowledge and 
communicative skill in 2004 academic 
year: 50 marks 
 
 
 
 
 
                  Student Categories  
Level 
 
Average 
 
Per Cent Must be improved 
(Per Cent) 
Fair 
(Per Cent) 
Good 
(Per Cent) 
Country 16.058 32.117 59.007 36.374 4.618 
Ratchaburi  Educational 
Service Area 1 17.968 35.936 49.220 41.715 9.064 
Benjamarachutit 
Ratchaburi School 20.979 41.959 35.140 47.850 17.009 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 To solve the students’ problems of 
using “Reported Speech” and to serve all 
those reasons mentioned, this research, 
therefore, was conducted after four related 
literatures were studied. They were: 1) 
teaching communicative grammar, 2) 
multimedia for education, 3) Computer 
Assisted Language Learning, and 4) 
researches on CAI or CALL lessons.   
 According to the communicative 
grammar approach, it is said that to know 
the form of grammatical structures and 
their meaning is not enough. The students 
must be able to use the language learned 
and language structures must not be taught 
in isolation but integrated into the four 
skills of language: listening, speaking, 
reading, and writing.  Grammatical 
structures must not only be learned at the 
utterance level but at the discourse level.  
The students must use and understand the 
structures in a variety of situations and 
contexts. 
 In multimedia for education, it is 
believed that to integrate technology with 
the language study can produce an 
enormous effect on students’ competence.  
It can increase motivation and encourage 
them to learn languages.   
 In case of Computer Assisted 
Language Learning, its lessons are 
interactive and can illustrate a concept 
through attractive animations, graphics, 
sound, and so on. They allow students to 
progress at their own pace and work 
individually.  Computers provide 
immediate feedbacks and let students 
know whether their answers are correct. If 
the answers are not correct, the program 
shows students how to correctly answer 
the question. They offer a different type of 
activity, so the students will not lose 
attention.  Besides this, they capture the 
students’ attention because the programs 
are interactive and engage the students’ 
spirit of competitiveness to increase their 
scores. Next, Computer-Assisted 
Instruction progresses at the students’ pace 
and usually does not continue to the next 
level until the students have mastered the 
skill. 
 According to the researches on 
CAI or CALL lessons, it was found that 
learning by using this kind of material had 
good effects on students’ learning 
outcomes and also on their attitudes. 
In conclusion, communicative grammar is 
important for using languages correctly 
and meaningfully: it can help people to 
communicate effectively. In addition, 
using computer assisted language learning 
materials as a tool of teaching languages 
can help students to increase their 
language ability and to motivate their 
interest in studying languages. 
 
Aims 
 The purposes of this research were 
to 1) develop and test the efficiency of 
Computer-Assisted Language Learning 
(CALL) in a communicative grammar on 
“Reported Speech” for Mathayomsuksa 
five students of Benjamarachutit 
Ratchaburi School, 2) compare students' 
grammatical ability on “Reported Speech” 
before and after learning by the Computer-
Assisted Language Learning materials, 
and 3) study the students' opinions toward 
the CALL constructed materials. 
 
Materials and Method   
 There were four instruments used 
for this research.  They were: 1) eight 
lessons of the CALL materials of which 
contain activities focused on controlled 
writing. All of the lessons were 
constructed by Macromedia Authorware 
Version 7 programme. The students used 
“Reported Speech” in various forms of 
communication such as, writing letters, 
reporting news, telling a short story, and 
so on.  The teacher and students’ manuals 
were included to explain how to use the 
CALL lessons.  Some difficult words were 
shown in Thai translation when being 
pointed by the pointer to help weak 
students, 2) pre-post grammatical ability 
tests on “Reported Speech” which 
consisted of different test types namely, 
multiple choices, matching, re-
arrangement, blank filling, error 
recognition, cloze (rational deletion), 
broken sentences and re-writing.  Seventy-
seven items were made before selecting.  
The difficulty and discrimination of the 
test items were analysed by Microsoft 
Excel.  The items selected were 50 items 
of which the difficulty was between 0.20 – 
0.79 while the discrimination was 0.22 
upwards, 3) questionnaire for evaluating 
the CALL materials by the experts, 
consisting of 2 aspects: content and 
Computer Assisted Instruction aspects, 
and 4) questionnaire for studying the 
students' opinions toward the CALL 
materials constructed, using Likert’s rating 
scale. Fifteen questions were asked on the 
students’ opinions toward the CALL 
design, content, and satisfaction of using 
the eight CALL lessons. 
 The samples consisted of one 
randomly selected class of 45 
Mathayomsuksa five students of 
Benjamarachutit Ratchaburi School, 
during the 2007 academic year. The 
duration of the experimental research 
covered 18 periods within 3 days. 
 
Table 2 The Eight Lessons of the CALL 
Materials on “Reported Speech” 
 
 
                                                          Unit 1 : Being accused 
Function Objective Content Activity 
Reporting 
what 
someone 
said 
Be able to 
speak and 
write about 
situations 
happening in 
the past 
1.Definitions of direct 
speech and “Reported 
Speech” 
2.Three types of direct 
speech 
3. Tense changes in 
“Reported Speech”  
4. Adverbs of time 
and place, and 
demonstrative 
pronouns 
5. Choosing between 
“Say/Said” and 
“Tell/Told” to 
complete “Reported 
Speech” 
6. Changing pronouns 
and possessives 
1. Identify whether the 
speech is direct or reported.  
2. Change direct statements 
to reported statements. 
3. Change direct statements 
to reported statements 
(listening and speaking 
activities)  
4. Convert the sentences 
into “Reported Speech” 
(Read Ben’s friends’ 
opinions about the event 
“Being Accused.”) 
Unit 2 : Finding a job 
Function Objective Content Activity 
Reporting 
an 
experience 
of being 
interviewed 
for a job  
 
Be able to 
write a letter 
telling a 
friend an 
experience 
about job 
interview 
 
1. Three points of 
reported questions to 
remember 
2. How to convert 
direct questions to 
reported questions 
3. Tense changes in 
reported questions 
4. Adverbs of time 
and place, and 
demonstrative 
pronouns 
 
 
 
1. Change direct questions 
to reported question 
2. Change direct questions 
to reported questions about 
job interview 
3. Complete the letter about 
the questions which were 
asked by the organizer of 
the camp 
4. Write a letter to a friend 
and tell him or her about the 
questions the  
Unit 2 : Finding a job 
Function Objective Content Activity 
  5. Changing pronouns 
and possessives 
6. The use of 
“whether” 
interviewer asked you by 
changing them to reported 
questions 
Unit 3: Having a lot of work to do 
Function Objective Content Activity 
Reporting 
what was 
ordered to 
do 
Be able to 
write what 
someone 
was ordered 
to do or not 
to do 
1. Converting a direct 
command into a 
reported command  
2. Word order in a 
reported command  
3. Reporting verbs in 
reported commands  
4. Changing pronouns 
and possessives 
1. Report commands using 
“told, ordered, commanded, 
warned” or “directed“  
2. Read the conversation 
from the film “We were 
soldiers” and change the 
direct  commands into 
reported commands 
3. Listen to the 
conversation between a 
mother and her children and 
then convert the direct 
orders into reported orders 
Unit 4: Please! 
Function Objective Content Activity 
Reporting 
what was 
requested 
to do 
Be able to 
write what 
someone 
was 
requested to 
do 
1. Converting a direct 
request into a reported 
request 
2. Changing pronouns 
and possessives 
1. Change direct requests 
into reported requests 
2. Read the conversation 
between a passenger and a 
taxi driver.  Convert the 
direct requests into  
Unit 4: Please! 
Function Objective Content Activity 
  3. Adverbs of time 
and place, and 
demonstrative 
pronouns 
 
reported requests 
3. Watch and listen to the 
cartoon show entitled 
“Tubb’s Tower”.  Convert 
the direct requests into 
reported requests 
Unit 5: Face Workout 
Function Objective Content Activity 
Reporting 
what was 
advised to 
do 
Be able to 
write what 
someone 
was advised 
to do 
1. Studying 
vocabulary on parts of 
face 
2. Studying 
vocabulary on Face 
Workout 
3. Studying how to 
report advice 
 
 
1. Study how to report 
advice  
2. Face Workout  
3. Write a letter to your 
elder sister. 
Unit 6: What a Terrible Day! 
Function Objective Content Activity 
Reporting 
what 
someone 
exclaimed 
Be able to 
write what 
someone 
exclaimed 
1. Reporting 
Exclamations  
2. Reporting verbs for 
reported exclamations 
3. Studying examples 
of reported 
exclamations 
  
1. Convert direct 
exclamations to reported 
exclamations 
2. Identify the direct 
exclamations and convert 
them into reported 
exclamations 
3. Read the conversation 
and summarize 
Unit 7: What’s on Today? 
Function Objective Content Activity 
Reporting 
news 
Be able to 
report news 
1. Studying some 
structures for 
reporting news 
2. Studying the use of   
“(be) supposed to” 
  
1. Rewrite sentences using 
“Subject + is said + to 
infinitive…” etc. 
2. Rewrite sentences using 
(be) supposed to 
3. Identify direct speech 
and “Reported Speech” 
from a news article 
4. Rewrite the given 
sentences using the 
expressions from activities 
1 and 2 
Unit 8: Tell me an interesting short story 
Function Objective Content Activity 
Telling a 
short story by 
using the 
teller’s own 
words 
Be able to 
tell a short 
story by 
using the 
teller’s own 
words 
1. Reading ”The Jungle 
Book” using the pictures 
in the story or context 
clues of the sentences to 
guess the meaning of the 
unknown words 
2. Reading the story 
again      
  
1. Choose the meaning of the 
underlined words 
2. Arrange the sentences 
according to the story 
3. Summarize the story using 
your own words (200-250 
words) 
4. Convert direct speech in 
the story to “Reported 
Speech” (mixed types) 
 
 
 Data analysis to find the efficiency 
of the 8 CALL lessons was E1/E2: 
 E1 = the percentage of 
students’ marks from 8 formative tests 
 E2 = the percentage of 
students’ marks from posttest 
 A paired-samples t-test was used 
to analyze the gathered data in order to 
evaluate the students' grammatical ability 
of “Reported Speech” before and after 
learning with the CALL materials. In 
addition, the mean and the standard 
deviation of items were used to evaluate 
the students' opinions toward the CALL 
constructed materials. 
 
Results  
 Part 1: To find the efficiency of 
the 8 CALL lessons, the mean ( x ), 
standard deviation (S.D.), percentage (%), 
and order of each lesson were proceeded, 
and the results were presented in table 3.  
The result of E1/E2 was shown in table 4. 
 
Table 3 The Data of Formative Test Score 
of the Eight CALL Lessons 
 
 
 
 
The Formative Test Score of the Eight CALL Lessons 
Title Total ( x ) S.D. % Order 
Being accused! 10 9 0.83 88.00 4 
Finding a job 10 9 0.83 86.00 7 
Having a lot of work to do! 10 9 0.88 90.44 1 
Please! 10 9 0.87 88.22 3 
Face Workout 10 8 0.78 83.56 8 
What a terrible day! 10 9 0.94 88.89 2 
What’s on today? 10 9 0.84 87.56 5 
Tell me an interesting short story! 10 9 1.04 87.33 6 
 
 
Table 4 The Result of E1/E2 
 
8 Formative Tests:  10 Marks Each Student  
Number U.1 U.2 U.3 U.4 U.5 U.6 U.7 U.8 
Total 
80 % 
Posttest 
50 % 
1 9 8 9 8 9 9 9 8 69 86.25 45 90 
: : : : : : : : : : : : : 
43 8 7 8 7 7 8 9 8 62 77.50 34 68 
44 9 8 9 9 8 9 8 8 68 85.00 43 86 
45 9 8 10 9 8 8 8 9 69 86.25 50 100 
mean 9 9 9 9 8 9 9 9 70 87.50 42.47 84.93 
S.D. 0.83 0.83 0.88 0.87 0.77 0.94 0.84 1.04 3.98 E1 5.487 E2 
% 88.00 86.00 90.44 88.22 83.56 88.89 87.56 87.33 
 
Part 2: Data analysis to compare students’ grammatical ability on “Reported Speech” before 
and after using the CALL materials was as follows: 
 
Table 5 Comparison Table of Pretest and Postest 
 
 
Test Total     x  S.D.    D  S.D. t df Sig 
Pretest 50 27.02 7.63 
Posttest 50 42.47 5.43 15.44 5.82 17.81* 44 .000 
Part 3: Questionnaire for experts to evaluate the quality of the CALL materials indicated that 
the mean of the opinions toward the content aspect was 4.17 and the standard deviation was 
0.08 while the mean of the opinions toward the computer multimedia designed for the lessons 
was 4.28 and the standard deviation was 0.14. 
 
Part 4: The students’ opinions toward the CALL lessons are shown in table 6. 
 
Table 6 The students’ opinions toward the CALL lessons 
  Aspects 
  design content satisfaction Total average 
x  4.44 4.35 4.49 4.43 
S.D. 0.43 0.50 0.43 0.39 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Results and discussion 
 The results of the research were as 
follows: 
 1.  The average formative test 
score of the eight CALL lessons was 87.50 
per cent and the average summative test 
score was 84.93 per cent (87.50 / 84.93) 
which is higher than the set criterion 
(75/75).  This means that the CALL 
lessons were at a very good level. 
 2.  The students' grammatical 
ability on “Reported Speech” after using 
the CALL materials was significantly 
higher at the 0.05 level. 
 3.  The experts’ opinions toward 
the CALL lessons were at good level. 
 4.  The students' opinions toward 
the CALL materials were positive.  
 
Recommendation 
 Four aspects of recommendation 
were proposed: 1) development of the 
CALL content, 2) development of CALL 
programme using Macromedia 
Authorware Version 7,  3) learning 
management, and 4) recommendations for 
future researches.  
 First, to develop the content, very 
difficult vocabulary should be avoided, if 
not, it would be difficult to explain them to 
the students and it is not the relevant issue 
for teaching grammartical structures. Next, 
there should be other types of 
communicative activities such as, 
individual work, pair work, and group 
work in and out of the classroom to 
provide the students opportunities to 
communicate with others similar to real 
life. 
 Second, to develop CALL lessons 
using Macromedia Authorware Version 7, 
it would be less difficult to have some help 
from an expert on multimedia, and also, to 
mix some other types of computer 
programmes could make the CALL 
lessons more attractive. 
 Third, in case of learning 
management, there should be CALL 
lessons available for the students to use in 
the library and/or self-access learning 
centre. Other CALL lessons on 
vocabulary, expressions, and other issues 
should be conducted. 
 Last, future researches should 
study the learning achievement between 
the students who study with the CALL 
lessons and those who study with the 
teacher in normal class. In addition, 
students’ learning retention of the two 
groups should be tested.     
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